and a new beginning for individuals and for the collective: once a year, on the tenth of the seventh month (Tishre), the high priest atones ‫)כפר(‬ 5 for impurities of the Temple and the altar, and at the same time also for sins of all the people: himself, his close family, his priestly clan, and all Israel (Lev. 16:10-11, 16-19, 21-22, 24, 29-33; 23:27; Num. 29:7; Exod. 30:10). In fact, atonement of the people is the core of the Yom Kippur ritual (Lev. 16:6-11, 15, 17, 21-24, 30-32), while the atonement of the Temple and the altar is mentioned just secondarily (Lev. 16:16, 18-20, 33). The significance of Yom Kippur in the Israelite/Jewish religion is evident, first and foremost, from its central literary location in the holiest Scripture of Judaism-the Torah: it is placed in the book of Leviticus, which comes after Genesis-Exodus but before Numbers-Deuteronomy. In Leviticus, it is described in chapter 16, which serves "as a culmination to all of chapters 1-15." 6 Furthermore, because of the importance of the day, its ritual is to be performed almost entirely by the high priest, that is, by one who stood on the peak of the priestly hierarchy (Lev. 16:1-28, 32-33). To cite T. Hor. 2:1: "all Yom Kippur's ritual is unacceptable unless it has been performed by him" ‫אינה(‬ ‫הכיפורים‬ ‫יום‬ ‫עבודת‬ ‫כל‬ Although it is ambiguous when exactly Yom Kippur had been considered the holiest day of Judaism, in the post-exilic time-definitely in the late Second Temple period-the day was considered as such, and has been so ever since. Yom Kippur was considered so by the Qumranites; the Sadducees, the Pharisees and their followers, the Rabbinites (who dedicated a special Talmudic tractate to Yom Kippur); by the Karaites (ca. 750 C.E. and on), and by all modern Jewish religious denominational groups-Yoma [= "The Day"] -in Mishnah, in the Tosefta, and in both Talmudim. This was and is the approach towards Yom Kippur in all the Jewish communities-Sephardi, Oriental, Ashkenazi, Italian, and Yemeni-in the Land of Israel as well as all over the diaspora, although there were and are some differences in how to maintain Yom Kippur's rituals. See also below in this study. 5 See S.R. Driver, C.A. Briggs, and F. Brown, A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament (Oxford, 1979) , pp. 497-498. The Hebrew ‫כפר‬ (kipper) is parallel to the Akkadian kuppuru (for the secondary literature, see below, the next footnote).
6 T.M. Willis, Leviticus (Abingdon Old Testament Commentaries, Nashville, 2009), p. 139. According to Lev. 16:1 ("after the death of the two sons of Aaron"), chapter 16 follows chapter 10 that reports the death. Therefore, chapters 11-15 are "inserts specifying the impurities that can pollute the sanctuary (15:31), for which the purgation rite of chap. 16 is mandated;" see Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, p. 1011.
‫בו‬ ‫אלא‬ ‫.)כשרה‬
7 Also, this is the only day of the year on which the high priest is allowed to enter the inner sanctum of the Temple-the Holy of Holies (Lev. 16; M. Kel. 1:9; Heb. 9:7).
This article explores the difference between the Sadducees and Pharisees regarding the rite of Yom Kippur in the late Second Temple period (by this term I refer to the period ca. 170-160 B.C.E.-70 C.E.). It illustrates the intellectual, spiritual, and moral level of an average high priest who was responsible for the ritual performance of the holiest and very unique day in Hebrew and human culture. It exemplifies how the Pharisees overcame some problematic issues in order to fulfill halakhic norms, and the complications this caused. Finally, it discusses the attempt of a Jerusalem high priest to impose his religious and civic authority on the Qumranites concerning Yom Kippur and the calendar.
The High Priesthood in the Late Second Temple Period
In Judaea during the late Second Temple period, 8 the Sadducees were predominant for many generations and exerted great influence on the Temple and its cult. The New Testament, Josephus Flavius, and Rabbinic sources all describe high priests as belonging to the Sadducees (e.g., Acts 5:17-18; Josephus, Jewish Antiquities 20.199; M. Suk. 4:9; see also the additional sources mentioned below). 9 No wonder that according to the Rabbinic sources, the 7 The uniqueness of Yom Kippur and its rituals are obvious when compared to the Babylonian New Year festival (Akītu) in the month of Nisan. The latter lasted not a single day as Yom Kippur, but eleven or twelve days, and its aim was mainly atonement for the temple, and parenthetically also for the king, who went through humiliating rituals. Furthermore, in the Babylonian rite the high priest was not involved in the atonement of the temple. It had been done by lower temple-servers. The Babylonian high priest just read a hymn to the gods at early morning and spoke some words at the end of the service. Thus, the similarity between Yom Kippur and Akītu is very general and superficial. See focus of the dispute between Sadducees and Pharisees concerned, first and foremost, the Temple cult. Once the Pharisees-who were supported by the vast majority of the Jewish people-became powerful, the Sadducees' influence on the Temple cult was significantly reduced. As Josephus states: "they (the Pharisees) are, as a matter of fact, extremely influential among the townsfolk; and all prayers and sacred rites of divine worship are performed to their exposition . . . they (the Sadducees) perform the formulas of the Pharisees, since otherwise the masses would not tolerate them" ( Jewish Antiquities 18.15-17).
10 What Josephus states here about the parties in the first century C.E. does not necessarily reflect the historical situation of the first and second centuries of B.C.E.
11 Nevertheless, the situation that Josephus reports is supported by various Rabbinic sources. B. Yom. 19b and parallels (see below) speak about the Sadducean father who says to his son, the high priest: "My son, although we are Sadducees, we are afraid of the Pharisees." The Rabbinic sources also report that there was a sudden shift of winds when the Sadducean high priest did not act, at least in public, according to the standards of the Pharisees. 12 The destiny of the Sadducean high priest was deemed unfavorable when he publicly attempted to change the traditional Pharisaic customs. For instance, it happened that on the holiday of Sukkot, when the Sadducean high priest poured water on the floor instead of on the altar as the Pharisees' norm demanded, the Temple worshippers reacted very angrily by throwing etrogim at him (M. Suk. 4:9). 17 The term kapporet (that appears for the first time in Exod. 25:17) refers to the cover of the Ark (cf. Gen. 6:14, ‫וכפרת‬ and Targum Onkelos: ‫.)ותחפי‬ It appears also as an independent instrument (Exod. 26:34; 30:6; 31:7; 40:20; 1 Chr. 28:11). At the same time, the term kapporet is probably related to ‫,כפר‬ that is, it could be understood as place of ‫כפרה‬ ("atonement, forgiveness"); see Midrash Tanchuma which is upon the Ark, in order that he would not die, 18 for I appear in the cloud upon the kapporet.
Prior to examining the dispute under review, I would like to stress the following points: 1) Both parties considered Torah to be the holiest and most authoritative Scripture and desired to keep its principles precisely, for its own right.
In the matter of the high priest's entering the inner sanctum, there are additional rationales: 18 Thus, the approach of an unauthorized person close to God's presence in the Temple can cause death. Similarly, when the Lord appeared on Mount Sinai (Exod. 19:11), the peopleincluding priests-were forbidden to climb or even to touch the mountain, lest they die (ibid., 19:12-13, 21, 24). 19 See also Num. 3:4. From the diachronic viewpoint, Lev. 16:1b could be considered a late interpolation, as it indicates the Wiederaufnahme form in 16:1a and 2a. Nevertheless, "the linking-on in verse 1 probably also goes to show that Lev. 16 was incorporated into the P-context before the now-interposed complex of Lev. 11-15 [the laws of purification] occupied its present place;" see Noth, Leviticus, pp. 117-118. 20 See Rashi's commentary on Lev. 16:1 and the beautiful parable he cites there. In modern biblical scholarship this idea has been stated, once again, by Hartley (Leviticus, p. 234), without referring to the Sages or Rashi.
Thus, in order to avoid these results and achieve the rituals' goals, the high priest should enter the Holy of Holies at a certain time (Lev. 16:2, 34) and under the certain conditions as described in Lev. 16:2, 12-13.
2) Despite the fact that the Second Temple lacked the Ark of Covenant, 21 and therefore also lacked the "kapporet which was upon the Ark," it was believed that the presence of the Lord still remained in the Holy of Holies and that the incense offering had been made on ‫השתיה‬ ‫,אבן‬ "the Foundation Stone:" 25 It is also possible that ‫הכפרת‬ ‫בית‬ is simply a textual corruption of ‫הפרכת‬ ‫בית‬ "the room behind of the Veil," i.e., the Holy of Holies (cf. Exod. 26:33; Lev. 16:2; Ben Sira 50:5). Now, the phrase ‫הכפרת‬ ‫על‬ ‫אראה‬ ‫בענן‬ ‫כי‬ in Lev. 16:2 could be interpreted either as the word ‫כי‬ means ‫ש-‬ ‫,מפני‬ ‫ש-‬ ‫משום‬ "because / for the reason that," 26 and the word ‫בענן‬ ("in cloud") refers to the presence of God who appears in a cloud upon the kapporet, as emerges, for example, from Exod. 25:22 and Num. 7:89; 27 or the word ‫כי‬ means ‫,אלא‬ ‫אבל‬ "but," 28 and ‫בענן‬ refers to some smoke. Both options could be considered a simple meaning ( peshat) of the Scripture. Seemingly, in order to avoid the view that God's presence in the Holy of Holies is limited by a cloud, the Sadducees and Pharisees preferred to understand the phrase in the second way, that is: ‫כי‬ as ‫אלא‬ ‫",אבל,‬ and ‫בענן‬ referring to some smoke. In other words, the high priest does not allow entrance to the inner sanctum but only when a kind of smoke covers the kapporet. But where and when should he put the incense in a censor full of burning coals of fire? And which kind of smoke should cover the kapporet ? These matters were disputed between the parties. 29 The Sadducees were of the opinion that the high priest must put the incense in a censor full of burning coals of fire outside of the Veil, before he enters into the Holy of Holies. Their key argument was, "If before flesh and blood we do so (i.e., we prepare ourselves before entering to see a king or an official), how much more so before God." 30 According to them, the word ‫בענן‬ ("in the cloud") in Lev. 16:2 refers to the smoke of incense. Only when the smoke of the incense rises is the high priest allowed to enter the Holy of Holies. The smoke will make God's appearance "upon the kapporet" invisible to the high priest, and thus he would save himself from the danger of death.
The Pharisees, however, were of the opinion that the high priest must enter the Holy of Holies with a handful of incense and a censor full of burning coals of fire and there, inside of the Holy of Holies, he should put the incense on the censor (M. Yom. 5:1). They based this procedure on Lev. 16:12-13: "And he (the high priest) shall take a censor full of coals of fire from the altar before the Lord, and two handfuls of finely ground aromatic incense; and bring this 26 This meaning is very common in the Hebrew Bible; see, for example, Gen. behind the Veil. He shall put the incense on the fire before the Lord, so that the cloud from the incense may cover the kapporet which is upon the testimony, lest he die." The Pharisees explained the word ‫בענן‬ in Lev. 16:2 as referring to the smoke of ma'alai ashan (lit., "smoke producer"): "It (i.e., Lev. 16:2) teaches that one must put on it (on the incense) ma'alai ashan."
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Thus, the Pharisees' opinion is well documented in the Scripture, while the Sadducees' opinion is based on a logical claim but lacks a direct textual foundation. Also, we do not have a record of the reaction of the Sadducees to the argument of the Pharisees from Lev. 16:12-13, if there ever was any.
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Yet according to Lev. 16:17a the worshippers were forbidden to enter the Temple during the Yom Kippur ritual: "There shall be no man in the Tent of Meeting when he (i.e., the high priest) enters to make atonement in the holy place until he comes out." The worshippers, therefore, could not look over the Sadducee high priest or fear him at the time he was offering the incense that had been performed in the Holy of Holies. To ensure that the ritual would be done according to the norms of the Pharisees, they made the Sadducee high priest swear that indeed he would do so: "My lord High Priest, we are delegates of the Court, and you are our delegate and the delegate of the Court. It is reported that it took only a few days until he died and was thrown in a garbage heap, and worms were crawling out of his nose. punishment of the Sadducee high priest, "he died and was thrown in a garbage heap, and worms were crawling out of his nose," follows the fixed literary motif that appears in the Jewish historiography of the Second Temple period, in the Greco-Roman historical works, as well as in Christian. 38 This motif also has an afterlife (nachleben) in classical and medieval Rabbinic exegesis and poetry, and in the European literature and art. 39 Here I would like to state that the symbolism of the motif in the Beraita seems obvious: from the viewpoint of the Pharisees' Sages/Rabbis, the deviation of the Sadducee high priest from their interpretation of the Torah was considered a great offense against the Lord in his holiest ritual, in the holiest site of the Temple, and on the holiest day (Lev. 16:34; 23:27, 32). Furthermore, the Sadducee high priest violated his sworn oath in the name of God that he would not change from the Pharisees' cult norms of Yom Kippur. If he had remained silent, his action would never have been known. However, he behaved otherwise. Contrary to his ancestors, who were "afraid of the Pharisees," he was "extremely delighted," self-satisfied, and took pride in his ill conceived-action: "All my life, I was troubled by this verse." The arrogant behavior of the Sadducee high priest and his violation of the oath he took and the trust that was bestowed upon him, irritated his Pharisees opponents and offended their religious beliefs.
Presumably, the death of the high priest was as a result of natural causes. It is implausible that the Sadducees' high priest, who was an aristocrat and a person of rank, 40 was thrown as trash in the garbage heap until his corpse became rotten and wormed. Indeed, in the parallel source, in Y. Yom. 7a-b, 1:5, the words "was thrown in the garbage heap" do not appear; and in the Tannaitic parallel (T. Par. 3:8) the version is, "No more than three days passed before he was put in his grave." It seems, therefore, the sages of the Beraita looked for an appropriate punishment, measure for measure, for the arrogant Sadducee high priest who had transgressed. This they found in the motif under review. This is to say, that the one who is arrogant before God, deviates from His commandments, and provokes the religious feelings of the vast majority of the Jewish people and their Sages, and has violated the trust that was bestowed upon him, would prevent the spirit of God from entering his 38 See in detail, I. Kalimi, "Agony in Death: The Punishment for Arrogant Leaders in the Mediterranean Cultures," forthcoming. 39 For example, the punishment of Pharaoh; the interpretation of the story regarding the death of the spies in the wilderness; the expounding of the last verse in the book of Isaiah regarding the punishment of the rebels against God; see Kalimi in detail, "Agony in Death. nose, 41 and would be humbled. He would become an outcast; thrown out from his high level position in the Temple and national hierarchy to the lowest place on earth, as a useless entity. There one of the smallest, most shapeless and powerless creatures of God would devour the high priest's body and make its way through the nostrils.
The connection between the transgression and the motif that describes the unavoidable punishment of the Sadducee high priest was expressed by closing the time-gap between the two. Thus, after his sin in the Temple, "it took only a few days until he died" (in the Tosefta: "No more than three days passed before he died"). This connection was made obvious also by creating the literary antithesis: Temple versus garbage heap. Furthermore, the description of the Sadducee's punishment has been ascribed to anonymous sources, "it is reported," as if the people themselves wished to say this, in order to form an appropriate punishment for the sins of the Sadducee high priest.
Reading of Scripture to the High Priest on Yom Kippur
What was the intellectual, spiritual, and moral level of an average Sadducee high priest in the late Second Temple period? Ben Sira describes the high priest Simon son of John in a very positive light, particularly his service in the Temple, probably on Yom Kippur (50:1-36). 42 However, 2 Macc. 4:7-50 reflects low moral and spiritual levels of some high priests in the seventieth and sixtieth of the second century B.C.E. In fact, they bought-rather than inherited-the position of the high priesthood by bribing the Seleucid rulers: thus Jason replaced Honio (from the Zadokite clan) and Manilaus (who perhaps was not even from priestly clan, 2 Macc. 3:4; 4:23) replaced Jason. Also Josephus Flavius describes the evil behavior of some of them, particularly the Sadducee high priest Ananus son of Ananus, in the last decades before the destruction of the Temple ( Jewish Antiquity 20.197-220).
43 The low intellectual level of the high priest is also reflected in M. Yom. 1:6 (most probably from the Second Temple period). But before discussing the latter source, we should clarify one issue: the Rabbis forbade the high priest to sleep during the night preceding the Day of Atonement, in order to avoid the possibility of an accidental impurity during his sleep, 44 because ritual uncleanness would disqualify him from serving at the Temple on the Day of Atonement. In order to keep him alert and to drive sleep away from his eyes, M. Yom. 1:6 states: Two important issues emerge from this Mishnah: (a) there were unlearned and even illiterate high priests who earned their position not because of their spiritual leadership or high education, but rather because of their family association or materialistic wealth. They simply bought the position or inherited it, regardless of their spiritual and intellectual capacities. Indeed, there were some high priests who were not even able to read from the Scripture-not to mention interpreting, analyzing or understanding them. (b) This Mishnah may testify that the library of the Temple included, at some point in the late Second Temple period, not only the books of the Torah 46 and Prophetical books, but also the books of Job, Ezra, Chronicles, Daniel (composed ca. mid second century B.C.E.), and most likely the book of Psalms. Indeed, the Temple's library is clearly reflected from 2 Macc. 2:13-15: ". . . and how he (= Nehemiah) founding a library, gathered together the books about the kings and prophets (= Former and Latter Prophets), and the Writings of David (= collections of psalms), and letters of kings about sacred gifts."
The biblical books mentioned in this passage are all selected from what were later named Ketuvim (Hagiographa/Writings). Yet, why precisely these books were chosen to be read before the un-versed high priest, the Mishnah does not 44 See Deut. 23:11-12. M. Ab. 5:7 states that one of the miracles in the Temple was that, in fact, the high priest never became impure. 45 The English translation is according to Danby, The Mishnah, p. 163. Interestingly, the Gemara in Y. Yom. 7a, 1:6, cites a Beraita that mentions also the books of Proverbs and Psalms. 46 See Fathers According to Rabbi Nathan, Version B, 46 (the last section; see S. Schechter, ed., 47 Here I would like to express my conclusion that Job, Ezra, Chronicles, and Daniel were chosen most likely because of their style and languages. These books were composed in Late Biblical Hebrew and contain many Aramaic words and idioms. In the case of Ezra and Daniel, there is a large amount of Aramaic. Books written in the Late Biblical Hebrew and Aramaic were more understandable to the unlearned high priest of the late Second Temple period than that of earlier biblical books. 48 There were also other advantages in reading particularly from Chronicles to an illiterate high priest rather than reading the earlier historical books: 51 Perhaps the tannaim were not aware of this issue in Chronicles. However, a close reading of rabbinic literature shows that the amoraim were well aware of it and even attempted to explain it in such a way that covers up for Solomon and his generation for not keeping the commandments of Yom Kippur: become deserving of annihilation. An echo was heard to say: You are all invited to partake of the life of the World to Come!' "
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The phenomenon-that rabbis suggest to read from a biblical text that contradicts their own fundamental religious concept, rather than to read another text that is in harmony with their opinion-appears also elsewhere. For instance, the Haftarah reading for Shemini Azeret in the diaspora is 1 Kgs. 8:54-66, which clearly shows that Solomon and "all Israel" were unfamiliar with-or at least did not celebrate-Shemini Azeret. This passage is preferred over the reading in the parallel text (2 Chr. 7:4-10), where the Chronicler harmonizes the story in 1 Kgs. 8:65-66 and the Torah's law about Azeret in Lev. 23:33-36, showing that Solomon and "all Israel" were celebrating Shemini Azeret (2 Chr. 7:7-8). 53 In other words, the Haftarah reading has been taken from Nebiim (Prophets) though it contradicts the very existence of the holiday, rather than from the text of Chronicles that clearly attests to its celebration! 54 Obviously, this case of not reading from Chronicles stands just in opposition to the case of reading from Chronicles to the illiterate high priest on the night of Yom Kippur.
The Attack on the Qumranites' Leader by the Jerusalem High Priest on Yom Kippur
Pesher Habakkuk (1QpHab) of the Dead Sea Scrolls is generally dated to the second half of the first century B.C.E. 55 In fact, the Scroll teaches about the history of the late Second Temple period more than about the biblical book of Habakkuk. Since the prophet verses were considered as allusions to the future events in the life of God's people, the author of 1QpHab 11. "Woe to the one who gives his neighbor to drink, adding in his poison, making him drunk, in order to gaze upon his feasts." Its meaning concerns the Wicked Priest, who pursued the Righteous Teacher-to swallow him up (i.e., to kill him) with his poisonous vexation-to his house of exile, and at the end of the feast, (during) the repose of the Day of Atonement he appeared to them to swallow them up and to make them stumble on the fast day, their restful Sabbath. (1QpHab 11.2-8) 59 The clash between the Jerusalem Wicked Priest and the Qumranite Righteous Teacher is likely alluded to in a hymn from among Hodayot:
. . . they conspired wickedly against me to exchange your Torah which you inculcated in my heart for smooth things (to deceive) your people. They withhold the drink of knowledge from the thirsty, but cause the thirsty to drink vinegar in order to gaze at their error ‫תעותם(‬ ‫אל‬ ‫הבט‬ ‫,למען‬ this alludes to the celebration of Yom Kippur at the alternatively, they may have differed on the question of whether to intercalate that year (with the addition of a thirteenth month), so that they would have observed the Day of Atonement, on that occasion, one month apart. Arguments such as these would not have meant that fundamentally different calendars were observed." 64 If so, the dispute between the Wicked Priest and the Righteous Teacher was regarding the reckoning rather than the calendars (lunar versus solar) itself.
(2) Joseph M. Baumgarten accepts Naftali Wieder's assumption that the clash between Wicked Priest and the Righteous Teacher was not only about the date of Yom Kippur but also about its nature: for the Sadducees and Pharisees, Yom Kippur was a day of fast, festival, and performing of a unique cult and rituals in the Temple, and it had an ambivalent character, including happiness; for the Qumranites, by contrast, it was the day of rest, fast, self-affliction and grief, and struggle with the demonic hosts of Belial. 65 The assumption that the Qumranites' Yom Kippur was also the day of self-affliction and grief could also be based on what is reflected in Jub. 34:17-19. This book was very popular in Qumran, as attested from the fourteen or fifteen copies of it found there. However, although Baumgarten and Wieder's distinction is possible, "there remains a methodological crux." The sources for the Jerusalem Yom Kippur at the time of the Temple are few in number and rather complex. Baumgarten uses Philo, the Mishnah, and the inclusion of Leviticus 18 in the rabbinic reading of Yom Kippur. "None of them describes the attitude of second-and first-century B.C.E. Pharisees. Putting a diaspora source together with post-Temple destruction sources for a reconstruction of Yom Kippur in Jerusalem at the time of the temple against the evidence from the Qumran scrolls presupposes Qumran to be distinct from all the rest. . . . Furthermore, some Qumran texts seem to contradict Baumgarten's sharp distinction (as he himself remarks). . . ." 66 of Yom Kippur in contemporary Judaism" of the late Second Temple period.
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(4) During the last decades of the first century B.C.E., the power of the Sadducee high priests extended far beyond Jerusalem and the close surroundings. He was able to attack the Qumranite separatists and attempt to impose his civic and religious authority on them regarding the calendar (and perhaps also the norms of Yom Kippur). Thus he made a genuine effort to restore his authority on this rebellious community. Hananiah, who opposed his calendar, to appear before him carrying his staff and money (forbidden to be carried on the holiday), on the day that according to Joshua's reckoning would be the Day of Atonement. Joshua obeyed Gamaliel. In contrast, according to the Dead Sea Scrolls, the high priest appeared in the camp of his opponent, the Righteous Teacher, and tried to impose his authority on him and his community, 68 though it is doubtful that he succeeded.
Conclusion
Yom Kippur has a central place in the Torah and accordingly in the Jewish religion, perhaps in the time of the First Temple, definitely by the time of the Second Temple. Although the Pharisees were the mainstream of the Jewish people, usually the high priesthood was in the hands of the Sadducees. The two parties differed about the conducting of Lev. 16:2 in the Temple rite. During the ritual, the Sadducee high priest was alone in the Holy of Holies, and under oath not to deviate from the Pharisees norms. Once the Sadducee high priest not only turned away from the Pharisees' norms breaking the oath he was taking, but also was proud of his violation. Because of these sins he was punished severely: when he died, his body was thrown into the trash and eaten by worms. Although there is no reason to doubt the historicity of this basic incident (i.e., the violation of the high priest and his death for whatever reason), presumably the rabbis attached to the arrogant Sadducee priest this unique punishment according to a common motif that was used in various 67 See Baumgarten, "Yom Kippur in the Qumran Scrolls," p. 184. 68 For more discussion of this episode-though from a different viewpoint-and the different calendar of the Samaritans, see Talmon, "Yom Hakkippurim in the Habakkuk Scroll," pp. 558-563.
historical and exegetical writings both in Israel and other Mediterranean cultures.
As the various sources attest, corrupted people occasionally either inherited or bought the high priesthood. Sometimes such high priests were illiterate and poorly educated, and needed someone to read the Scripture to them. Paragraphs from Job, Ezra-Nehemiah, Chronicles, and Daniel were read because of their style and Late Biblical Hebrew, including Aramaic words and texts, which were better understood by him. Chronicles also harmonizes texts of Samuel-Kings with Torah texts, and indicates several Israelite kings with important Jewish norms of the Second Temple times, which eased the mind of the unlearned priest. Paradoxically, this book also states that King Solomon was unfamiliar with Yom Kippur's laws. The contradiction between a rabbinic norm and the practices of a religious rite in the earlier times also occurs in the Haftarah reading of Shemeni Azaret, with another reference to Solomon who was unfamiliar with that holiday.
A number of Dead Sea Scrolls teach that the Qumranites celebrated Yom Kippur on a different day from the one in the mainstream of the Jewish communities, either because of their different calendar or a different reckoning of the same calendar. At least once, the Jerusalem high priest confronted the community's leader, attempting to impose on him and his community his own religious norms and civic authority.
